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EXAMINER'S ANSWER 



This is in response to the appeal brief filed September 25, 2002. 



(1) Real Party in Interest 

A statement identifying the real party in interest is contained in the brief. 

(2) Related Appeals and Interferences 

A statement identifying the related appeals and interferences which will directly 
affect or be directly affected by or have a bearing on the decision in the pending appeal 
is contained in the brief. 
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(3) Status of Claims 

The statement of the status of the claims contained in the brief is correct. 

(4) Status of Amendments After Final 
No amendment after final has been filed. 

(5) Summary of Invention 

The summary of invention contained in the brief is correct. 

(6) Issues 

The appellant's statement of the issues in the brief is correct. 

(7) Grouping of Claims 

The rejection of claims 1-3, 5-15, 18, 20-23 and 45-50 stand or fall together 
because appellant's brief does not include a statement that this grouping of claims does 
not stand or fall together and reasons in support thereof. See 37 CFR 1 .192(c)(7). 

(8) Claims Appealed 

The copy of the appealed claims contained in the Appendix to the brief is correct. 

(9) Prior Art of Record 

5,461 ,850 Bruyneel et al. 10-1995 

4,534, 1 63 Schuerch 8-1 985 

(10) Grounds of Rejection 

The following ground(s) of rejection are applicable to the appealed claims: 
Claims 1-3, 5-15, 18, 20, 23 and 45-50 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as 

being unpatentable over Bruyneel et al. 5,461 ,850. This rejection is set forth in prior 

Office Action, Paper No. 21 . 
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Claims 21 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being unpatentable 
over Bruyneel et al. 5,461 ,850 in view of Schuerch 4,543,163. This rejection is set forth 
in prior Office Action, Paper No. 21. 
(11) Response to Argument 

Appellant argues that Bruyneel does not disclose or suggest a tension member 
for providing lifting force to a car of an elevator system having side-by-side cords or 
aspect ratio as recited in claimed 1. At least in column 1, lines 14-16, Bruyneel 
discloses that such a multi-strand steel cord may be used as a hoisting cable or rope for 
applications in mines or elevator. Further, Bruyneel shows in Figure 9 a tension 
member having side-by-side cords and an aspect ratio defined as the ratio of width (w) 
relative to the thickness (t) greater than one. 

Appellant argues that Bruyneel does not disclose or suggest a tension member 
formed from cords having all wires with a diameter less than 0.25 mm as claimed in 
claim 1 . Claim 1 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a), not 102. 

Appellant argues that it would not have been obvious from the disclosure of 
Bruyneel et al. to so restrict the wire size. Bruyneel restricts the wire size in ranges 
from 0.15 to 1.20 mm (see column 3, lines 47-48). Further, Bruyneel does not suggest 
any particular diameter for the largest wire. Thus, having all the wire diameter of less 
than 0.25 mm would have been an obvious choice based upon the application and 
design preferences of the constructor in light of Bruyneel's suggested ranges. 
For the above reasons, it is believed that the rejections should be sustained. 
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Respectfully submitted, 




EILEEN D. LILLIS 
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